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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

Newly submitted claim 75 is directed to an invention that is independent or 
distinct from the invention originally claimed for the following reasons: 

Claim 75 pertains to discharging plural droplets and irradiating the plurality 
of droplets. 

Claims 60-62 and 66-72 pertain to irradiating a first droplet with a first 
laser beam and irradiating a second droplet with a second laser beam and 
subsequently sintering. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally 
presented invention, this invention has been constructively elected by original 
presentation for prosecution on the merits. Accordingly, claim 75 is withdrawn 
from consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 37 CFR 
1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 60-62 and 66-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 60, "disposing a first droplet ... irradiating the first droplet with a first 
laser beam" and "disposing a second droplet ... irradiating the second droplet 
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with a second laser beam" is not clearly described in the original disclosure. 
Where in the specification are these features disclosed? 

Claim 60, line 10, "being separated to the first" is not idiomatic language. 

Claim 60, lines 26 and 27, "sintering ... with a light" is not clearly 
described in the original disclosure. Where in the specification are these features 
disclosed? 

Claims 61 , 62, and 66-70 contain the unclear description of Claim 60. 

Claim 71, "disposing a first droplet ... disposing a second droplet ... 
irradiating the first droplet with a first laser ... irradiating the second droplet with a 
second laser" is not clearly described in the original disclosure. Where in the 
specification are these features disclosed? 

Claim 71, lines 18 and 19, "sintering ... with a light" is not clearly 
described in the original disclosure. Where in the specification are these features 
disclosed? 

Claim 72 contains the unclear description of Claim 71 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering 
patentability of the claims under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a), the examiner presumes that 
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the subject matter of the various claims was commonly owned at the time any 
inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a 
later invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 
35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 60-62 and 66-72 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of USPN 
6,531,191 to Notenboom in view of EP0930641A2 in view of USPN 5,316,80 to 
Noakes et al in view of USPN 3,71 0,072 to Shrader et al. 

AAPA describes (Specification Description of the Related Art, pp. 1 and 2, 
Figures 25 and 26) well known droplet deposition and laser treatment. AAPA 
describes (Description of the Related Art) droplets which are naturally dried and 
then heated and describes drying of droplets with an IR lamp. 

Notenboom describes (column 3, lines 40-57) laser evaporation means for 
obtaining a thin layer or particles wherein the liquid is evaporated, and describes 
subsequent laser sintering of the particles "by means of a more powerful laser". 
Notenboom shows (Figures 1f and 1g) a first layer of adjacent coating spots 7 
and 9 and a second layer coating spot 10 which overlaps both spots 7 and 9. 

EP0930641A2 describes ([01 18]-[0120] and Figure 13) deposition of 
droplets and subsequent deposition of fluid "on the areas devoid of the previously 
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deposited fluid". EP0930641A2 shows (e.g., Figure 13) first and second inkjet 
heads. 

Noakes et al describe (column 17, lines 6-16) "deposit the 
ligaments/droplets in an interleaved fashion" wherein they are "interleaved and fill 
the gaps ". 

Shrader et a describe (column 6, lines 63-67) the use of a diffuse beam 
and the use of a narrow beam, and the use of a wide beam for evaporation in a 
method of manufacturing a wiring substrate would have been obvious at the time 
applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
because the wide beam provides efficient evaporation of certain materials. 

The instant claimed droplet spacing would have been obvious at the time 
applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art 
because the non-contacting droplets provide a smaller conductive line. 

Diffraction optical elements and reflectors are well known beam focus and 
beam direction means and the use thereof would have been obvious at the time 
applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art for 
directing a beam to a substrate. 

The instant claimed fourth and fifth droplet application would have been 
obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art as being duplicate steps in a further build-up process. 

Note that it would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art that following heating, drying, or 
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laser evaporation, any remaining or trapped solvent would be gasified in the 
sintering steps described in AAPA or Notenboom. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed April 22, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues the prior art does not describe disposing a first droplet 
and irradiating the first droplet with a first laser beam and disposing a second 
droplet and irradiating the second droplet with a second laser beam. This 
argument is not convincing. These features are not clearly supported in the 
original disclosure. Are the first and second beams from different laser beam 
sources or is it an on/off/on method of operation of one laser beam source? 

Applicant argues that the prior art does not describe a first semiconductor 
laser attached to a first inkjet head and a second semiconductor laser attached to 
a second inkjet head. This argument is not convincing. The use of plural heads 
would have been obvious at the time applicant's invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art in order to speed production. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, 
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed.Cir. 1986). 

Conclusion 
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The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. The cited art pertains to droplet coating and subsequent 
heating. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Samuel M. Heinrich whose telephone number 
is 571 -272-1 1 75. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Tu B. Hoang can be reached on 571-272-4780. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Samuel M Heinrich/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3742 



